were removed and prey identified to the lowest possible taxonomic level, usually order. We divided plant material into leaves, seeds, and unknown vegetation and used volumetric displacement to determine the volume of vegetation in the stomach. We measured the length and width of invertebrate prey items to the nearest 0.1 mm using digital calipers and calculated insect volumes using the expression for a prolate spheroid (Vitt et al. 2005) . We calculated niche breadth based on volume (with seeds, leaves, and unidentified plant material represented as a prey category) for each individual, using the reciprocal of Simpson's Index (Krebs 1989) . ANOVA was used to compare SVL and the proportion of plants in the diet between males and females, and ANCOVA with SVL as a covariate was used to compare HW, HL, prey size, and stomach volume between males and females. In all cases the interaction between sex and SVL was not significant and was not included in the final ANCOVA model. Proportion data were arcsine transformed prior to analyses. In the results, means are accompanied by one standard error.
Diets of 56 D. dorsalis consisted of both plant and animal material (Table 1 ). Plant matter composed 94.6% of the total volume of D. dorsalis diets, with leaves being the predominant category (43.4%). Less than half (25 of 55; 45%) of the adults had animal prey in their stomachs. Numerically, ants were the most important animal prey item (154 items in 24 stomachs) but contributed little to the total volume of the stomach contents (1.60%). We found no statistically significant relationship between adult SVL and proportion of vegetation eaten (n = 55, r 2 = 0.026, P = 0.24).
Mean reciprocal Simpson's index was 1.87 + -0.09 (n = 56). For individuals that consumed animal prey, mean prey length increased with SVL (n = 26, r 2 = 0.24, P = 0.0103; mean prey length = -0.11 + 0.010SVL). Similar trends were seen for mean prey width and SVL (n = 26, r 2 = 0.21, P = 0.017; prey width = -0.0081 + 0.0036SVL), and for total stomach volume and SVL (n = 57, r 2 = 0.102, P = 0.015; volume = -0.12 + 0.015SVL).
Males consumed longer insect prey than females did (Table 2 ; F 1,22 = 9.1, P = 0.006). Mean prey width did not differ between males and females (Table 2 ; F 1,22 = 3.0, P = 0.10). The proportion of vegetation eaten by males was not significantly different from that eaten by females (Table 2 ; F 1,53 < 0.01, P = 1.0).
Snout-vent length did not differ significantly between males and females (Table 2 ; F 1,54 = 2.79, P = 0.10). Male and female head size did not significantly differ (Table 2; Asplund (1967) , and further study of that population may elucidate why it is more omnivorous than other populations of D. dorsalis. Smaller or juvenile D. dorsalis may consume insects and then switch to herbivorous diets as they grow (Asplund 1967 , Sokol 1967 , Pianka 1971 . Asplund (1967) found that 68% of stomach contents from 12 juvenile (SVL < 65 mm) D. dorsalis was animal material, while only 41% was animal material in adults. Our specimens contained only one individual classified as a juvenile based on Asplund's criteria, and its stomach contained only insects. While our research is consistent with an ontogenetic shift in diet, the small sample size for juveniles makes conclusions tenuous. However, the increase in the reciprocal Simpson's index values with increases in SVL suggests that larger individuals do consume broader diets than smaller individuals, but SVL explains relatively little of the variation in the lizard diets.
Male and female D. dorsalis did not differ in body or head size in our specimens from Sonora. This is consistent with the one other study on sexual dimorphism in D. dorsalis (Carothers 1984) . Thus it appears a lack of sexual dimorphism may be characteristic of D. dorsalis. Carothers (1984) offered an explanation for this lack of differences, proposing that D. dorsalis, an herbivorous species with low levels of male aggression, would have little selective pressure for dimorphism in head size. However, there does appear to be some malemale aggressive behavior that includes direct confrontation and fighting (Norris 1953) .
